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has, in his uncannily candid fashion, avowed that he
does not at all hold the creed of his accomplices as to
the impossibility of Heminge and Condell inserting
in the Folio anything that they knew to be non-
Shakespearean. The explanation here, of course, is
that Professor Abercrombie did not know what
Professor Pollard had so explicitly said, having either
not read it or failed to understand it. An academic
of the Alexandrian school of opinion who had heard
Professor Abercrombie's lecture, being asked how
much he thought the lecturer knew about his sub-
ject, cruelly answered, " Nothing/'
It was in that state of critical preparation, then,
that the Professor felt his liberty was in no danger
from the subjects of his panegyric. But it is the
more necessary to infer that he saw danger in some
direction. Let us inquire, then, what is that form of
liberty of interpretation for which he has framed his
" plea/' As he informs us at his outset (p. 4), the
plea is for " a return to that liberty of interpreting
which must follow when Shakespeare is considered
primarily as an artist." This statement he repeats
near his close (p. 29): " Liberty of interpretation
must necessarily be granted if Shakespeare's plays
are regarded as works of art."
How then, it may be asked, can the Professor be
supposed to be under any apprehension ? Well, the
question must first be met by another: What need
can he have felt for beseeching a liberty of interpreta-
tion that must necessarily be granted? Writing
ostensible nonsense, he cannot have supposed that